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Irmoducnon 


I W35 engaged to audit the finsncial statements of the Thabazimbi Local MunicijDaiity set. 
out on pages xx to xx, \yhich comprise the staternerst of financial position ss at 
30 June 2014, the statements of financiai performance, changes in net assets, cash 
flows and the appropriation statement for the year then ended, as vi/ell as the notes, 
coiTiprising a summary of significant accouriung poiic-ies and other expianstory 
inforiTiation. 



2. The accounting officer is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these 
financial statements in accordance with the Soutl'i African Standards of Generally 
Recognised Accounting Practice (SA Standards of GRAP) and the requirements of tite 
Municipal Finance Management Act of South Africa, 2003 (Act Mo. 56 of 2003) (MFMA), 
Division of Revenue Act of South Africa, 2013 (Act No.05 of 2013) (DoRA), and for such 
internal control as the accounting officer determines is necessaiy to enable the 
preparation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether 
due to fraud or error. 



3. My responsibility is to express an opinion on the financial statements based on 

conducting the audit in accordance with the Public Audit .Act of Southi Africa, 2004 (Act 
No. 25 of 2004) (PA.A), the general notice issued in terms tiiereof and International 
Standards on Auditing. Because of the matters described in the Basis for disclaimer of 
opinion paragraphs, however, 1 was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit 
evidence to provide a basis for an audit opinion. 


Basis for disciairner of opinion 


hroperiy, pmm a 


£ H 


The municipality could not provide supporting documents for adjustments to opening 
balances, additions and work in progress as disclosed in note 5 to the annual fin,5nci3i 
statements. There vi'ere no satisfactory alternative audit procedui'es that ! could perform 
to oiiriain reasonable assurance that property, plant and equipment were conectly 

r.ar'-r 


:urded. Consequently, i could not obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to 
itisfy myself as to whether any adjustments to the property, plant and equipiTient 


31 101 826 Va9 (2013: R1 140 b52 2/9) as per the statement offinanciai 




or 

v/ei'e 




GRAP 17 Property, plant and equipment. Roads beionging to the municipsiity as per 
general notice 317 of 2014 published in the Limpopo provinciai gazette no. 241 7 were 
not included in the asset register. As the municlsoality did not have adequate records of 
il-ia values for road infrastructure, i wss not able to determine the full extent of the 
unoerstatement of roads Infrastructure stated per note 5 at R536 956 932 {2013: 

565 45S 506) ss it was impracticable to do so. Additionally, there is a corisequcntiai 
impact on the accumulated surplus. 

The municipality did not have adequate control systems for the identification of 
infrastructure assets as no maps and a geographic information system was mointained. 
Thei'e was no system of control on which i could rely on for the purpose of rny audit to 
obtain reasonabie assurance that the municipality has recorded all land and 
infi'astructure assets and that the recorded assets are not overstated. Consequently i 
was unable to determine whether any adjustments relating to property, plsiit and 
equipment of R1 1 01 826 759 as per the statement of tlnsndai position vs/ere necessary. 


8, I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence that management had 
impaired assets in accordance with the requirements of GIRAP 21 , Impairment of 
noncash generating assets as no supposing basis and calculations were given to me for 
the impairment loss recognised of R1 504 173. I was unable to confirm the impairment 
losses by alternative means. Consequently, I was unable to detennine ivhether any 
impairment adjustments to the Property, plant and equipment of R1 101 826 759 (2013: 
R1 140 662 279} as per the statement of financial position w'ere necessary. 


Lie 


9, i was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence that all revenue relating to 
sen/ioe charges was recorded as I was not given access to the meter reading books 
ai’id reports for the year. There were no satisfactory alternative audit procedures that ! 
couid peiform. Consequently, 1 could not satisfy myself as to whether any adjustments 
to the revenue of R93 633 158 as per the statement of financial performance vi/ere 
necessary. 


1 0. The rriunicipaliiy couid not provide supporting documents to sup^poit conditional grants 
revenue recognised as disclosed in note 24 to the annual financial statements. There 
were no satisfactory alternative audit procedures that I could perform la obtain 
reasonable assurance that conditional grant revenue was properly recorded. 
Corisequently, ! couid not obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to satisfy myself 
as to whether any adjustments to government grants and subsidies of R72 470 01 5, per 
the statement of financial performance were necessary 


! ii8 iTiun!cijjsli!.y recognised items that did not meet the reuoynitiun criteria tor revs-i me 
ir'i accordance vv'ith GRAP 9 Revenue from exchange transactions. Revenue was 
recorded on the sale of refuse bins without agreements or any other valid supporting 
documents for the recognition. Consequently, revenue from seivice charges is 
overstated by R3 869 563. Additionaliy, there is a consequentiai impact on the 
consumer debtors. 





t Ui 


"I B'QUi vCn0ITl'S 


! was unabie to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence for the unrecoiiciied 
diiTere-iice or R4 166 40/ on the bank reconcinat-cn. i he municipsiity couid riot provide 
expfanstions or supporting documentation for the difference. There were no satisfactory 
aiternative procedures that I could perform to obtain reasonable assurance on the 
correctness of cash and cash equivalents disclosed in the finsncia! statements. 
Consequently ! was unable to determine whether any adjustments to the cash and cash 
equivalents of R3 327 306 as per the statement of financial position were necessary. 



14. Tiiei’e was no system of control over litigations and claims on which I could rely on for 
the purpose of my audit to obtain reasonable assurance that the municipjslity has 
disclosed all contingent liabilities in accordance vi'ith the C3RAP 19, Provisions, 
contingent lidbilities and contingent assets. I could not confirm w/hether ail contingent 
liabilities were recorded by alternative means. Consequently f was unabie to dererrntne 
v/hether any adjustments to contingent liabilities per note 38 to the annua! financial 
statements were necessary. 



sfaf'ement 


15. GRAI^ 2, Cash flow statements, requires that the municipality suirimarises tl'ie entity’s 
operating, investing and financing activities. The municipality did not prepare and 
present its cash flow statement in accordance with GF<AP 2. Cash flow statements. 
Consequently, the cash flov^/ statement was not properly prepared and presented as a 
result of tlie folio'wing; 

«> Cash flows fforn operating activities Included non-cash items amounting to 
R13 865 000(2013;R16 248 464) 

* The net cash outflow from investing activities does not cast by R529 000 

<■-' Crish f!oV'/3 from investing activities included non-cash items arnouniing to 
R269 600. 

« The cash flows from financing activities have not been presented in llie casl'i fiovv 
vStaterneni. 


rreaufar expeoditurs 


The municipality did not quantify and disclose the full extent of the irregulai' expenditure 
arising from contraventions of Supply Chain Management (SCM) regulations. There 
were no satisfactory alternative procedures that I couid perform to quantify the extent of 
tlie understatement of irreguiar expenditure stated at R243 387 203 per note 47 to ti'ie 
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statements. 
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in note 47 to the financial 
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! V'/S’S> unsbie tu obisin sunicienr appropriate auoit evioehcs tor ins ’wster snei elsctiicit 
distribution losses of R30 152 818 per note 48 to the annual financial statements. The 
municipaiily could not provide explanations or supporting documentation for the 
disthijuiion loss calculations, i vvas unable to confirm this by alternative rneaiis. 
Consequently, i was unable to determine whether any adjustment to the distribution 
losses of R30 152 818 Vv'ere necessary. 


4gge'egafiori / Accumulofion of Immafenal uricorrecfeci 


19. The financial statements were materially misstated due to the cumulative effect of 
numerous ii'idiyiduailyjmmatenal unGprrected nijsstatements in the fqiiqviring 
making up iiie statement of financial position and the statement of financial perfomiance 
and the notes to the financial statements: 


Revenue reflected as Rt203 S22 126 was overstated by R2 539 876 

» Employee related costs reflected as R101 944 467 was overstated by R702 395 

Finance costs reflected as Ft11 893 333 was understated by R733 669 

Provisions reflected at R31 317 292 was understated by R.1 237 276 

^ Payables reflected at R207 151 61 1 was understated by R.2 466 269 

Consumc-.r debtors reflected at R71 780 560 was understated by R1 961 244 

20. In addition, i was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence and to confinm 
the following items by alternative means: 


‘i’ F^levenue reduction amount of R1 1 1 / 264 as included in the disclosed amount of 
R93 633 158 

As a result, 1 was unable to determine i/vhether any further adjustment to this item was 
necessary. 


DiscioMnei 


opEBion 


21 . Because of tiie sianificance of the matters described in the basis for disclaimer of 

opinion paragraphs, ! have not been able to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidenc!; 
to provide a basis for an audit opinion. .Accordingly, i do not express an opinion on the 
fin a n c i a I s t a te m e nts . 




f. v.- --..A r 5 5 S ii -^-fS V--E £■ v_r 5 eCj N 1.: t 5 




.!:;-C! 0 S 60 in nois 4u lo Lpic I'insncis! sisiSiTi&nts. ins corfcsponoiriu rignrsG lor jO 
June 2013 have been resisted as a i'esuit of errors discovered during 2014 in the 
firiancia! staiernents of the iTiunicipaiity at; and for the year ended; 30 June 2013. 


44 


one* 


24. iJote 43 to the annuai financial statements indicates that the rnunicipsiity inci-irred a net 
loss of R132 958 469 during the year ended 30 June 2014 and, as of that date, the 
company’s current liabilities exceeded its current assets by R152 843 456. Tliese 
conditions, along with other matters as set forth in note. 43, indicate the existence of a 
materia! uncertainty that may cast significant doubt on the imunicipality's ability to 
operatte fis a going concern. 



25. I draw attention to the matter below. My opinion is not modified in respect of this matter. 


Wifh.drav\faf from 


the 



26. Due to the limitation imposed on the scope of the audit by rnanagenient, I have 
disciaiimed my opinion on the financial statements. But for the legislated requirement to 
perform the audit of municipality, ! would have withdrawn from the engageiment in temis 
of the ISAs. 


rv 




27, The supplementary information set out on pages xx to xx does not form part of tiie 
financial statements and is presented as additional information. I have not audited tlds 
schedule and, accordingly, 1 do not express an opinion thereon. 

Unaudited disclosure notes 


In terms of section 125(2)(e) of the MFM.A the municipality is required to disclose 
particulars of non-compliance with the MFMA. This disclosure requirement did not form 
jrxart of tl'ie audit of the financial statements and accordingly 1 do not express an opinion 
tiiereon. 







.29. [ii accordance with the P.AA and the general notice issued in terms thereof, i report ttie 
foilovving findings on the reported performance information against predeterminsd 
objectives for selected objectives presented in the annual perfoi'mance report,, non- 
compliance with legislation as well as internal control. The objective of rnv tests was to 



p £ iTOiTfi '1 r> c 6 re port 


information for the foiiowing seiecled objectives in 
the municipality for the year ended 30 June 2014: 


* Objective 1 : KroiTiOie tn-s i^ell-DeinQ or all GOiHDiuniues 


<?.■ urj 


jjective 3: Enhance finandai yiabiiity and accountabilit 


Objective^-; Ftesource manages infrastructure and sen/ioec for easy access and 
mobility 


1 evaluated the reported peiformance information against the overall criteria of 
usefulness and reiiabiiitv. 


32, I evaluated tl'ie usefulness of the reported performance information to determine 
whether it vi/as presented in accordance with the National Treasury’s annua! reporting 
principles and whether the repoited psrformance was consistent with the planned 
objectives. I further performed tests to determine whether indicators and targets were 
well defined, verifiable, specific, measurable, time bound and reievsnt, as required by 
the National Treasury’s Framework for managing proararnrne performance information 
(FMPPI). 

33, 1 assessed the reliability of the reported performance information to determine wiiether it 
was valid, accurate and complete. 

34, The material findings in respect of the selected objectives are as follovys: 


2 five 1: Promote 11 


Oi 


rnj 


Usefulness of reported performance fnforrnafion 


3onslsfency of objectives, indicators and targets 


35, Section 25(1) of the fvlunicipa! Systems Act 2000, (Act No. 32 of 2000) (MSA) requires 
the rnunicipa! council to adopt an integrated development plan (IDP) within the 
pr£;scribed i:;eriod after the start of the elected term. Section 46 of tfse iVISA also require? 
an annual performance report to be prepared annually, in addition, seciicn 53(1 )(c) of 
iiie MFMA requires the mayor to approve the service delivery and budget 
IrnplemeRLation plan. The consistency of planned and reported objectivevS, indicators 
and targets could not be assessed, as an integrated development plan, a service 
delivery and budget implementation plan and an annua! performance report had not 
been prepared with ail objectives and there were no indicators and targets in planning 
and reporting docurnenis for the selected objective. This was due to lack of a propei' 
DeiTormarice rnanaaement system. 






i•■6i‘fo^^fl3^!C6 idi'QSitj iTiust bs spsciiic in ciGarly fOsniifyinQ tns nstur?} srid i' 6 C(L[;[' 0 i.'i 
iewei of performance and must be measurable and the period or deadline for delivery 
of targets must be specified. 


Peil'oiTnsnce indicator must be well defined tay haying clear data definitions so that 
dai,e can be collected consistently and is easy to understand and U5;e. PerforiTtance 
indicators mi-fst also be verifiable. 


37, The measurability of planned targets and indicators could not be assessed due to a lack 
of a p!'Oj:)er peiTormance management system which resuitsd iii no targets and 
indicaters being specified in the integrated development plan, service delivery and 
budget implementation plan and an annual performance report for tfie selected 
objective. 


Reievarrce of indicators 

38. The FIVIPPI requires indicators to relate logically and directly to an aspect of the 

auditee's mandate and the realisation of strategic goals and objectives. The relevance 
of the indicstoi’s could not be assessed due to the fact that there were no planned and 
i’eported indicators for the selected objective. 


R€.iiiobHfty' of reported foerfarmance mfo-rmciffon 

39, The FMFd^l recjuires auditees to have appropriate systems to collect, collate, verify and 
store performance infonnation to ensure valid, accurate and complete reporting of 
actual achievements against planned objectives, indicators and targets. We \A/ere 
unable to obtain the information and explanations we considered necessaiy to satisfy 
ourselves as to tiie reliability of the reported performance information. This was due to 
limitations placed on the scope of our work due to the fact that the auditee did not report 
its pertormance for tlie selected objective in its annual performance report. 
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iriance ririanciai vtaDifiiV ana accoum 


jsefbiness of reported performance information 


Conslsfency of objectives, indicators and fargeis 


40, Section 2.5(1 ) of ti'ie Ivlunicipai Systems Act 2000, (.Act Wo.32 of 2000) (FdSA) requi 
the i-nunicipai councii to adopt an IDP within the prescribed period after the stsri. of 
elected term. Section 46 of the tvISAv also requires an annual performance report tc 
prepared annually, in addition, section 53(1 )(c} of the MFMA requires the mayor to 
approve the service delivery and budget implementation plan. The consistenoy of 
planned and reported objectives, indicators and targets could not be assessed, as 
integrated development plan, a sen/ice deliveiy and budget implementation plan ai 
annual performance report had not been prepared with ail objectives and there vvei 
indicators and taigeis in planning and ferporting documents for the selected obiecti^ 
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42. Tl'se rneasiirability of planned targets and indicators couid not be assessed due to a laci'C 
of a proper performance management system which resulted in no targets ai'id 
indicators being specified in the integrated development pian, service delivery and 
budget iniplarnentation plan and an annual performance report for the selected 
objective, 

Relevance of indicators 

43, The FMPPI requires indicators to relate logically and directly to an aspect of the 
auditee’s mandate and the realisation of strategic goals and objectives. The relevance 
of the indicatdrs could hot be assessed 'due td'th'eTa'ci'that there were ho piahhed and 
reported indicators for the selected objective. 


Rellobfihy of reported performance information 

44. The National Treasury FMPPI requires auditees to have appropriate systems to collect, 
collate, verify and store performance information to ensure valid, accurate and complete 
reporting of actual achievements against planned objectives, indicators and targets, We 
were unable to obtain the information and explanations we considered necessary to 
satisfy ourselves as to the reliability of the reported performance information. This was 
due to lii'iiitations placed on the scope of our work due to the fact ihai the auditee did not 
report its performance for the selected objective in Its annua! performance report:, 


■’sive 4: Resource rnanaaes intrasfruc?ure ana semces for 


easy access and rnobiiiTy 


Isefulness of reported performance information 


:onslstency of objecUv'es, indrcators and targets 


vSection 25(1) of the Municipal Systems Act 2000, (Act No. 32 of 2000) (MS.A) requires 
the rnunicipa! council to adopt an IDP within t.he prescribed period after the start of the 
eiecied term. Section 46 of the MSA also requires an annual performance report to be 
prepared annually. In addition, section 53(1)(c) of the MFMA requires the mayor to 
appros/e the service deiiverv' and budget implementation plan. The consistency of 
planned and reported objectives, indicators and targets could not be assessed, as an 
integrated development plan, a service delivery and budget implementation plan and a 
annual performance report' had not been prepared with a!! objectives and thtore w^ere n( 
indicatoi's and targets in planning and reporting documents for the selected c-ldsctive. 
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7, 1'iie measurability of planned targets and indicators could not be assessed di.ia to a lack 
of a proper performance management system which resulted in no targets and 
indicators i:>einQ specified in the integrated development plan, service delivery and 
budget implementation plan and an annual performance report for the selected 
objective. 


Relevance -of Indicators 

48. The F-MPPI requires indicators to relate logically and directly to an aspect of the 

audilee’s mandate and the realisation of strategic goals and objectives. The relevance 
of tl'ie indicators could not be assessed due to the fact that there were no pianned and 
reported indicators for the selected objective. 


of ReporlBd performance Information 

49. The Mational Treasury FMPPI requires auditees to have appropriate systems to cotiect, 
collate, verify and storr^ performance infon'nalion to ensure valid, accurate and complete 
reporting of actual achievements against planned objectives, indicators and targets, VVe 
were unable to obtain the information and explanations we considered necessary to 
satisfy ourselves as to the reiiabliity of the reported performance information. This was 
due to limitations placed on the scope of our work due to the fact that the auditee did not 
iBpoii: its performance for the selected objective in its ar5nual performance report, 

Addifloncii rnatfei's 

VVe di'av,/ attentton to the folio\Afing matter. Our conclusion is not modified in respect of these 

iTia'iters: 


Achievement of planned targets 

50. Refei' to tl'ie annua! performance report on pages xx to xx for information on the 
achievement of planned targets for the year. This information should be considersd 
file context of material findings on usefulness and reliability of the reported periorn'sr 
information for the selected objectives reported in paragraphs 35 to 49 of this report 


inati-afte^d syppie.mersTar/ inrormasion 

4 , The euDoiementarv information set out on oaoes xx to xx does not form part of the 



refaied iTialters. My findings on material non-compliance with specific rnaiters in key 
icoislation, as set out in the genera! notice issued in terms or the PAA, are as loiiovus; 

Strategic pkinning and perrormance management 

53, The [Tiuriicipaiiiy did not conduct its affairs in a manner which was consistent with its 
iDFh as required by section 36 of the MSA, section 21(2)(s) of the MFMA and Municipal 
pfarining and performance management regulation 6. 

54, Key performance indicators, including input, output and outcome indicators, in respect 
of each of the development priorities and objectives v/ere not set out in the IDI'h as 
required by section 41(1)(a) of the MSA and the Municipal planning and performance 
management regulation 1 and 9(1)(a). 


55. Measurable performance targets for the financis! year with regard to each of the 

development priorities or objectives and key performance indicators were not set in the 
IDF^, as required by section 41 (1)(b) of the MSA and the Municipal planning and 
performance management regulations 12(1) and 12(2)(e). 

56. The annuaf performance agreements for the municipal manager and all senior 
managers are not iinked to the measurable performance objectives approved with the 
budget and to the seivice delivery budget irnpiemeniation plan as required in terms of 
sectior) 53(1)(c}(iii) of the MFMA and section 57(1 }{b) of the MSA. 

57. The performance management system and related controls were inadequate as it did 
not describe and represent the processes of performance planning, monitoring, 
measurement, review, reporfing and how it is conducted, organised and managed, as 
required by sections 38 of the MSA and regulation 7 of the Municipal planning and 
performance rnansgemenl regulations. 


Budqets 

•if* 

58. Expenditure was incurred in excess of the limits of the amounts provided for in the votes 
of the approved budget, in contravention of section 15 of the MFMA. 

Annuo! nnonciaf statements, Derformance and annua! reDorfs 


59. Financial si-aternents were not submitted for auditing within \vjq montiis afier the end of 
the financial year, as required by section 126(1)(a) of the MFMA. 

GO, Oversight report, containing comments on the annual report, was not adopted by councii 
■within t'A^o months from the date on which the 2012-13 annual reporf. was tsbied, as 
required by section 129(1) of the MFMA. 

61 . The financiai statements submitted for auditing were not prepared in all materia! 
respects in accordance wilh the reauirements of section 122 of the MFMA. Material 





. iViUiTiCicnt sopropfisi-s siicii GviosncG could not b& obisinGCi insi sll contrscLS 'vvoi'c 
S''V8i'GC;G 10 sc-cofQsncc With fSQuIsiioris snd s procursmoni procsss wfuch is isir 
GCjuiialDlG. u'si’ispsrsni sno cornpsiiiivs, ss propsr rscord ksspiriQ wss nof in pises lo 
ensure thst complete, reievant and accurate information is accessible and availabfs to 
sui3pO!l: the procurement processes foilovved. 


Goods and services with a transaction value of beiovv R200 000 v/are procured withoijt 
obtaining the required price quotations as required by Supply Chain iVlanagernent 
(SCM) regulation 17(a) and (c). 


Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained that bid adjudication was 
aivvays done by cornniittees which were composed in accordance with SCM regulation 
29(2). 

Quotations were awarded to providers whose tax matters I'isd not been declared by the 
South African Revenue Service to be in order, as required by SCM regulation 43, 


Human re^source management and compensation 

66. The Head of SCM was appointed without I'taving met the prescribed minimum 
competency levels as required by section 56(1)(b) of the MSAi. 

67. The competencies of financial and supply chain management officials were not 
assessed in a timely manner in order to identify and address gaps in competency levels 
as required by regulation 13 of the F\yiLinicfpal Regulations on Minimum Competency 
Levels, 

68. The municipality did not submit s report on compliance with prescribed competency 
levels to the National Treasury and relevant provincial treasury as required by regulation 
14(2.)(a) of the Municipal Regulations on Minimum Competency Levels. 

69. The annual repoh of the municipality did not reflect information on compliance with 
prescribed i'ninimurn competencies as required by reguiaiion14 (2)(b) of the Municipal 
Regulations on Miniiriurn Competency Levels. 

Expenditure rnonagenierst 

70. Money owed by the municipality was not always paid within 30 days, as required by 
section 65(2)/e) of the fylFMA. 

71 . An effective system of expenditure control, including procedures for the app'fova! of 
fund-s, was not in place, as required by section 65{2)(a) of the MFMA. 

72 . Rrsasonabie steps were not taken to prevent unauthorised expenditure, Irregular 
expenditure and fruitless and v^/asteful expenditure, as required by section 62(1 )(d) of 
the MFMA, 


74, iVilG U-nds were retained or rollover to the next financial year without seeking tiie 
spprovai of the National Treasury, as i'equired by section 21(1) of the DoRA. 

/ b. ! lie iTiunicipality did not evaluate its performance in I'espect of prograinmes or functions 
tundea by the Iviunicipal Systems Improvement Grant (MS!G) aliocatiorn as required by 
cection 12(5) of the DqRA. 

7G. The rriurficipaiity did not evaluate its performance in respect of programmes or functions 
funded by the Local Government Finandai Management Grant (L.GFMG) aliocation, as 
required by section 12(5) of the DoRA. 

77. The IVIIG; ailocation was not spent in accordance with the applicable grant framework, in 
contravention of section 16(1) of the DoRA. 

Revenife management 

78. A tariff poiir^y v^/as not implemented for the ievying of fees for provision of municipal 
services, as required by section 74(1) of the MSA and section 62(1)(t)(i) of MFMA, 


79. A ci-edit control and debt collection policy v/as not implemented, as required by section 
96(b) of the MvSA and section 62(1)(f}(iii) of MFMA. 

SO. A policy was not implernented for the levying of rates on I'ateable property within the 
municipality, as required by section 3(1) of the Municipal Property Rales A^cl, 2000 (Act 
Mo, 6 of 2004)(MPRA) and section 62(1)(f)(ff) of MFMA. 

81 , An effective system of internal control for revenue was not in place, as required by 
section 64(2)(f) of the MFI4A. 


Asse 


gernent end Bobfiify management 


62, An adequate management, accounting and information system which accounts for 
assets was not in place, as required by section 63(2)(a) of the MFMA. 

S3. An effective, system of internal control for assets (Including an asset register) was not in 
place, ss required by section 63(2)(c) cf the MFMA. 

Consequence mariaaemenf 


34. UnauthoricGd, irregular and fruitless and wasteful expenditure incurred by the 

municipality was not investigated to determine if any person is liable for the expenditure, 
as required by section 32(2)(a)(ii} of the MFMA. 



{jeiTOfTiisnce 


internal control i‘e!evant to my audit o 
report and compliance wiih leoisiaiioi 


:he financial statements, anriual 
The matters reported below are 










37, The accounting officer did not impiernent Hk management effectively to ensure liiat 
adequate and sufficiently skiiied resources are in place. 

88, Thei'e vvas no detailed review of the financial statements and the annual performance 
report, resulting in several misstatements not identified and corrected. 


inancsoii cirtd performance managernenf 


89. The financial statements and other information to be included in the annual report ai’e 
not reviewed for accijracy and completeness .by the accounting officer. 

90. Contr'ols over daily and monthly processing and reconciling of transactions v/ere not 
implemented by the accounting officer. 

91 . Compliance with laws and regulations was not reviewed and monitored by the 
accounting officei'. 

92. There is no proper record keeping to support the financial statements and !:t)e annual 
psiTormance report, consequently requested information was not submitted. 

Gk'jvernance 


93. 


TTie iis[< assessment procedures implemented by the municipality were not adequate, 
as all risks affecting the municipsiity were not identified, responded to and monitored. 


94. The audit committee did not effectively perform some of its functions as financial and 
peiTormance reports were not always submitted to them for review. 

96. The internai control deficiencies and recommendations for corrective action idenlified by 
interna! audit were not implemented. 
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OR 


.An ii'idapenderit consulting firm is peiTomiing an investigation at the reqs 
municipality on allegations of financial mismanagement. The outcome o 
inyeatigation is still pending. 
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Audiling lo build public confidence 



